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EASTLAND, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. McGovERN, Mr.

MgTCcALF, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. CHURCH,

and Mr. CaNNoN) submitted an amend-

ment inten8ed to be proposed by them,

jointly, to the bill (FL.R. 14832), supra.
AME! MENT NO. 1503

(Ordered to Be printed, and to lie on
the table.) 3
Mr. CHURCH s
ment, intended to bé;
the bill (H.R. 14832),

. AMENDMENT MY

(Ordered to be printedy
" the table)
© Mr. EAGLETON submitte an amend-
ment, intended to be proposedipy him, to
the b111 (H.R. 14832), supra. X

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President
to the desk an amendment to H.R. %4

3 bmitted an amend-

e:proposed by him, to

kpra.
B, 15035

‘and to lie on

purpose of the Senate is carried out 1 h
respect to any tax reforms relating ¢t

the petroleum industry. I ask that it be Y

printed and held at the desk, and that
the text of the amendment be printed
. in the REecorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

Mr. President, we have before us the
opportunity to enact meaningful tax re-
form, combining relief for the inflation-
squeezed consumer with long-overdue
changes in the methods of assessing taxes
on oll producers. But should the Senate
- decide to eliminate or modify either the
percentage depletion allowance or the
foreign tax credit, as I believe it should,
we are faced with the very real prospect
of those increased corporate taxes being
passed on directly to the consumer and
increasing inflation. This, I believe, would
be contrary to the purposes expressed by
the sponsors of the many amendments
dealing with this important topic.

Thus, I offer my amendments as a
means of insuring that these additional
taxes on’' the petroleum industry will in
fact be borne by the petroleum industry—
to be paid out of their tremendou

through to consumers. ;

Under the authority of the Mandatofs
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973, j
Federal Energy Administration wik

My amendment
directs this regu.lato & authority to dis-
the price of crude

¥ small independent com-
panies whigh would suffer acute financial
“any legislator doubt the need
an amendment, he need only

The tax which 15 trunsferred to industry
simply comes back tc ihe taxpayer in some
hidden form, such as righer prices or lower
pay. .

He used this as sufficient justification
to deny needed tax reform legislation.

We can today insurz that that does not :

happen in this case.

0il company profizs were up 55 percent
last year over 1972, according to Busi-
ness Week. In the first quarter of this
year, similar gains were reported: Tex-
aco, up 123 percent: SoCal, Standard of
Indiana, and Gulf, up more than 15 per-
cent. At the same iime, we note that
gasoline and motcr oil purchased by
consumers increaseri in price at a rate
of 77 percent over the last 6 months,
contributing substansially to the general
inflation. Now Congress can, by accept-
ing my amendment. do something posi-

tive to control one »f the major sources &
% of the inflation which is draining oy
heconomy.

'There are those who say -very i

. accept the

. ls but E cangy
ted prolits can

argument t only gmh

induce new

week reportlrlg that
= are up 70 percent
%hnsidering investing
of those gains in
plling interest in
any for Mont-
is hali--billion

Journal earlier
Mobil, whose pr¢
over a year ago, 8
a considerable ftrticg
§f o con

,i for oil exﬂoratron’v-’»
¥ plain fact is. today’'s o‘%@mpa—
nieg” profits are onz of the

A‘o we are expe”xe neing. The consteler

wh i
profits—and are not merely passe j}ﬂb ays for 1t not on'y «.\ the gasoline pu

but to one degree or another in eve
product he buys. Wizhout an amendmen
of this kind, legislation to end the oil de-
pletion allowance would probakly o very
little to control fuel price increases or
oil company profits.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 508, 1507, AND 1508

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. HARTKE subriitted three amend-
ments, intended to ke proposed Ly him,
to the bill (H.E. (1832), supra

AMENDMENM?T NO. 1508

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. TUNNEY. M;. President, I am to-
day offering, for my:elf and the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. Tarr) an amendnient to
H.R. 14832, the dekt ceiling bill. This
amendment will accomplish several im-

- portant objectives.

First, it will help provide the average
saver with an infiatic
of a substantial increase in the efective
interest rate on savings deposits and
the lower interest certificates of de-
posit. '

Second, it will encourage increased
savings. These savings will help to off-

T,

set the massive disintermediation which
is today seriously disrupting mortgage
and commercial credit markets. The re-
sults will be lower borrowing _costs, a
more adequate rate of growth j#1 the Na-
tion’s housing stock and {
inflationary pressure. 5
The
amendment
several other ways.

e present very heavy
mmediate consumption
v1de needed capltal to ﬁ-.

A sary an imprudent; rate of money
Yy expansion.

e latter point is especially impor-
t. I am extremely pleased with the de-

Mermination of Federal Reserve Chair-

" man Arthur Burns.to hold down growth
in monetary aggregates for as long as
needed to stop today’'s runaway inflation.
I believe it is the.responsibility of Con-
gress to assist the Federal Reserve in this
effort, The amendment I am proposing
would help relieve today’s heavy pressure
-on finaneial markets. It thus goes a con-
siderable distance toward dissipating the
growing political pressures on the Fed
to abandon its difficult but necessary
course of monetary austerity.
The amendment itself is quite simple.
It provides for a 3-year period, a tax
credit of up to $100 to taxpayers who in-
crease their savings. The tax credit
would equal the increase in interest in-
come earned in the current tax year over
the amount of such income in the pre-
vious tax year, up to $100. All savings ac-
counts and certificates of deposit which
pay no more than 7Y% percent would
qualify as sources of interest income for
the purposes of this amendment.
A short example illustrates the mech-
anism proposed ih my amendment.
Assume that in 1973 a taxpayer has
$1,000 in a savings account. If the ac-
ount pays 5 percent, the taxpayer will
grn $50 interest in 1973. Next, assume
t in 1974 the taxpayer increases his
o) er savings to $2,000 and earns $100
in rest.
Uriilgr my proposal, the taxpayer could
tax credit of $50—the amount of
se in taxable interest income.
iple of this policy is very sim-
34h dollar of increased inferest
income, up % $100, a saver gets §1 of tax
credit, .
Dollar-for-dgglar matching, up to the
$100 limit, makdg saving much more at-
tractive. In the Pgample I used before,
the total return ofgincreased savings of
$1,000 is $100. The=Rffective rate of in-
terest is 10 percen rate sufficient to
fully offset the rate offgpflation expected
in 1974.

‘ments which pay no more thg‘n T
percent, this amendment would insure
that the bulk of the benefit accrues to
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the middle and moderate income citizens
who so badly need to protect their sav-
in;:srfrom the ravages of today's Infin-
tion.

Mr. President, I intend to offer this
amendment to the debt celling hill. In
the avent it is not adopted, I will offer it

- agaln at a later date. I welcome the
intertst and cosponsorship of all other
Members of the Senate.

At #his point, I ask unanimous con-
sent ghat the text of the amendment be
prin in the REecosrp.

Thefre being no objection. the amend-
mentgvas ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

',g AMENDMINT NO. 1508

At tﬁ_‘end of the bill insert the foilowing
new s 32 ons:

Sxc. . {fax CREDIT FOR INTEREST ON BAVINGS.

(a) INRGENERAL —Subpart A of part IV of

sub:chap¥ig A of Chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue'fode of 1054 /relating to credirs
ageinst @x) 1s amended by redssignating
section 4§ps 43, and by inserting after sec-
tion 41 ¢t following new section:
Sec. 42. CRFEDIT FOR INTEREST ON SAVINGS.
“{a) INENFRAL —IN the case of an ind!-
vidual the is aliowed as a credit against
the tax ifjposed by this chapter for the
taxable yeafan amount equal to the smount
by which interest on savings received by
the taxpay uring the taxable year exceeds

taxable year.3
“(b) Ly
allowed undaj

' means interest or divi-
#§ morey deposited in s say.

Wrime deposit with & finan-
clal institution. &

“12) Bavincs MPOUNT.--The tern 'savings
account’ means B8 interest-bearing deposit
or account whichegs not payable on a spect-
fled date or at thifexpiration of a specified
time after the dat§
individual who "
account may be
institution with w

ntains the deposit or
Buired by the Anancial
lch the deposit or ac-
ey require that indi-
@ in writing of an in-
b less than 30 duys be-

“{3) TimE pEPOS
posit’ means a deposiF
which is payable on $especified date or st
@pifled time after the
Bch bears a rate of
B the maximum rate

date of deposit and
interest no greater thaly
which may be pald by §
under regulations pr§
amendments meade by
Act to provide for the

hed under the
@ Act entitled “An
ihre flextble regula-
interest or divi-
dends payable by bankdLand certain other
financial mstitutions o4
accounts, to suthorize highir reserve require -
ments on time deposits §i§ member banks,
to authorize open marlff operaticns in
Bgency issues by the Fedel Reserve banks.
and for other purposes”, #8proved Scptem-
ber 21, 1866 (Public Law B#=F .

"(4) PINANCIAL INSTITUB$ON —The term
‘Bnancial institution’ means

“{A) s commercial or mutal savings bank
whose deposits and accounts’are insured by
the Federal Deposit Insursnce Corporasion or
otherwise insured under State law;

"{B) asavings and loan, bullding and loan,
or similar association the deposits and ac-

F

liy. 0ex
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aounts of which are insured by the Pederal
3av.ngs and Loan Inmwance Corporstion or
sthorwise insured umier Btate law,; or

*iC) a credit union the ts and ac-
sotats of which are lasured by the National
Zredit Tnlon Administration Bhare Insur-
anco Pund or otherwise inaured under State
Bw."

(0} The table of sections for such subpart
'8 utnended by striking out the last item
thergin and inserting in lleu thereof the
‘ellowing:

“Ber. 42. Credit for interest on savings.
“Bec. 43 Overpayment of tax.”.

() Thne amendmen®s made by this section
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1874, and ending before Janu-
ary i, 1878,

AMENDMENT TO THE FOREIGN AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1961-—-AMEND-
MENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1504

(Ordered to be printed, and referred
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
‘jons. )

Mr. CHURCH subnutted an smend-
meit, intended to he proposed by him,
fo the bill (8. 3384) to amend the Forelgn
Assistance Act of 1981, and for other
PULPOsEs.

PROKRIBITING NUILEAR ASSISTANCE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, T intro-
duce today an amendment to the foreign
wssistance bill, 8. 3394, which would pro-
hibit U.8. nuclear assistance-—equip-
ment, materials, seientific information,
snd technology--being furnished to any
country in the world not a party to the
Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nu-
¢lear Weapons.

During the last few weeks, the world
has witnessed a spurt of nuclear devel-
opments in seversl countries. These
events do not bode well for the future.
On May 18, India, neither a signer nor a
party to the Treaty on Nonproliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, set off a nuclear
detunation In the Great Rajastan Desert.
Its purpose was proclaimed by the New
Delhi government as “peaceful.” Last
week, President Nixon promised nuclear
assistance to Egypt. not & party to the
NPT, and to Israel, nelther a signer nor
2 ratifier. The President proclaimed
these gifts as being for “peaceful pur-
voses.” France, one of the 30 nonsigners
and nonratifiers of the NPT, has again
conducted aimospheric nuclear tests
over an atoll in the Pacific Ocean. Just
tnis Monday, Ching, also not a signer
nor & party to the treaty, conducted its
18th nuclear test—13 in the atmosphere
and one underground. This latest explo-
sion in ithe Lop Nor area was a thermo-
riaciear device which is later to be in-
corporated In 8 warhead for the inter-
nmediate range and intercontinental bal-
listie missiles that the Peking govern-
ment is known to be developing. Reports
are currently coming in that Pakistan,
Iran, Romanis, and perhaps others, are
knocking at the nuclear door.

I am particularly disturbed that Presi-
dent Nixon has coramitted the United
States, on a grand scale, to furnish nu-
clear capability to Egypt and Israel, two
countries which have fought four hot
war: over the last quarter century. Help-
ing Egypt develop nuclear reactors, os-
tensibly for ‘“‘peaceful purposes” only

“M S.339Yy

masks the political-military potentiality
tl at accrues to any country acquiring the
technology to produce its own plutonium
fer nuclear devices. The temptation eas-
il:* becomes irresistible, as India demon-
strated when it chose to become the
world’s stxth nuclear power. India re-
ctived Canadian and Americen “assist-
ance and utilized its own physicists and
er gineers, who were trained for the most
pert in the United States, to use the
plutonium generated to bulld 1 bomb. A
si-nilar result might well be anticipated
i Egypt. considering the historic ani-
mosity it exudes toward its Jewish neigh-
Ix r, and considering the fact that Israel
his pursued, since 1956, an ongoing
stphisticaved nuclear program of its own,
initiated Ly the French.

In my judgment, the United States
stould nos be the agent for the spread-
ieg of nuclear technology outside the
framework of the Treaty on Nonprolifer-
ation of Nuclear Weapons, which has
1o 1g been she lodestone of our global pol-
i¢ 7. In departing from that policy, with-
o1t the benefit of deliberation or debate,
President Nixon may well have sown the
diragons’ seeth of nuclear destruction
throughout the Middle East.

The amendment I offer today is an
attempt to prevent the United States
{r)n becoming a stimulant to, and sup-
plier of, nuclear equipment, nuclear ma.-
termmls, nuclear scientific information
at d techrology, to sny country not a
s rty to the Treaty on the Nonprolifera-
thn of Nuclear Weapons.

The Amzrican-initiated Treaty on the
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons
w:s signed on July 1, 1968. Its purpose
w:s to avert the devastation that man-
ki1d would suffer as a result of nuclear
wer. In the belief that the proliferation
of nuclear capability would seriously ex-
acerbate the danger of nuclear war, the
troaty was drawn up to prevent wider
dl isemination of nuclear weaponry. I be-
lie ve that until a country becomes a party
to this treaty, and agrees to abide by
it terms, the United States should not
bestow it with nuclear capability. In do-
iny so, we only undermine the treaty,
ik elf, by removing the incentive to join.

Accordifig to the U.B. Arms Control
ard Disarinament Agency, the following
36 countries have not signed the Non-
praliferntion Treaty:

-Algeria, Argentina. Brazil, Burma, Chile,
Ckina (Peking), Cuba, Equatorial Guinea,
Fr:nce, Guinea, Guyana, India, Israel, Ma-
lavst, and Mauritania,

s4onaco. Niger, Pakistan, Portugal, Qsatar,
Reands, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, South
Afiice, Spain, Tanzania, Uganda, United
AR Emirates, Western Samos, and Zambia.

‘The following 23 countries have signed,
bu: not yet ratified the NPT:

Iarbados, Belgium, Colombia, Egypt, Gam-
bte, Germany (Bonn), Indonesia, Italy, Ja-
pa:i, Korea (Seoul), KEuwait, and Libya.

Jaixembourg, Netherlands, Panama, Singa~
pore, Srt Lenka, Switzerland, Trinidad and
Tcago, Turkey, Venezuela, Yemen (Aden),
ant Yemen (San's).

>4y amerdment reads:

2lone of =he funds authorized of appro-
priited undsr this or any other law may be
uskd (1) to transfer United States nuclear
eqrupment or nuclear matertals, or to turnish
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sclentific information and technology related
‘to nuclear energy, to any country not a party
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu-
clear Weaporms, or (2} to transfer such equip-
ment or material or furnish such information
or technology to a party to the Treaty unless
that party agrees not to transfer such equip-
ment or materials or furnish such informa-
tion or technology to any country not a party
-to the Treaty.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the Treaty on the Nonpro'iferation of
Nuclear Weapons as signed and ratified
by the United States and 83 other coun-
tries be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD.
" There being no objection, the treaty

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,

as follows:
TREATY ON THE NONPROLIFERATION OF
. NucrLEar WEAPONS

(Signed at Washington, London, Moscow
July 1, 1968. U.S. ratification deposited March
5, 1970. Entered inte force March 5, 1870.)

The States concluding this Treaty, herein-
after referred to as the “Parfles to the
Treaty”, -

Considering the devastation that would be
visited upon all mankind by & nuclear war
and the consequent need to make every effort
to avert the danger of such a war and to take

' measures to safeguard the security of peo-
ples,

Belleving that the proliferation of nuclear
weapons would seriously enhance the danger
of nuclear war,

" In conformity with resolutions of the
United Nations General Assembly calling for
the conclusion of an agreement on the pre-
vention of wider dissemination of nuciear
weapons,

Undertaking to cooperate in facilitating
the application of International Atomic
Energy safeguards on peaceful nuclear ac-
tivitles,

Expressing their support for research, de- .

velopment and other efforts to further the

application, within the framework of the.

International Atomic Ehnergy Agency safe-
guards system, of the principle of safeguard-
ing effectively the flow of source and special
fissionable materials by use of instruments
and other techniques at certain strateglc
points,

Affirming the principle that the beneflts of
peaceful applications of nuclear technology,
including any  technological by-products
which may be derived by nuclear-weapon
States from the development of nuclear ex-
plosive devices, should be available for peace-
ful purposes to all Parties to the Treaty,
whether nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-
weapon States, - ’
- Convinced thet, in furtherance of this
principle, all Parties to the Treaty are en-
titled to participate in the fullest possible
exchange of sclentific information for, and
to contribute slone whatsoever of nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or
of control over such weapons ar explosive
devices directly, or indirectly; not to manu-
facture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons
or other nuclear explosive devicegy and not
to seek or recelve any assistance in the manu-
facture of nuclear weapons or other nuclea
explosive devices. -

ARTICLE 1III

1. Each non-nuclear-weapon 3tate Party
to the Treaty undertakes to accept safe-
guards, as set forth in an agreement to he
negotiated and concluded with the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency in accordance
with the Statute of the International Atomic
Energy Agency and the Agency’s safeguards
system, for the exclusive purpose of veriflca-
tion of the fulfillment of its obligations as-
sumed under this Treaty with a view to pre-
venting diversion of nuclear energy from

peaceful u=es to nucl:ar weapons or other
nuclear explosive devires. Procedures for the
safeguards required by this article shall be
followed with respect to source or speclal fis-
sionable material whether it is being pro-
duced, processed or used in any principal
nuclear facility or is outside any such fa-
cility. The safeguard: required by this ar-
ticle shell be applied on all source or Epe-
cial fissionable meterial in all peaceful nu-
clear activities withi:: the territory of such
State, under its juri-diction, or carried out
under its control snyvhere,

2. Each State Partv to the Treaty under-
takes not to provide (a) source or speclal
fisslonable material, or (b) -equipment or
materinl especially designed or prepared for
the processing, use cr production of sgpecial
fissionable material, fto any non-nuclear-
weapon State for peaceful purposes, unless
the source or specis: fissionable material
shall be subject to tize safeguards required
by this article.

3. The safecuamds r~auired by this article
shall be implemernter in a manner designed
to comply with article IV of this Treaty, and

to avold hammwering the economie¢ or tech- .

nological developmen: of the Parties or inter-
national cooperation in the field of peaceful
nuclear activities, inc: uding the international
exchange of nuclear raaterial and eqaioment

for the processing. u:¢ or production of nu--

clear material for peaceful purposes in ac-
cordance with the p:ovisions of this article.
and the prinecinle of safeguarding set forth
in the Preamble of th: Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weanon States Party to the
Treaty shall conciudz agreements vith the
International Atomic Iinergy Agency to meet
the requirements of <his article eitler indi-
vidually or together =/:th other States In ac-
cordance with the Statute of the Internation-
al Atomic Energy Agen :y. Negotlatior. of such
agreements shall cominence within 180 days
from the original eniry into force of this
Treatv. For States depositine their instru-
ments of ratification or accession after the
180-day period, negttiation of such agree-
ments shall comrmence not lafer than the
date of such depaosit. 3uch asreements shall
enter into force ncf later than ecighteen
months after the daie of initiatior. of ne-
gotiations.

) ARTIZLE IV

1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be inter-
preted as affecting tae inalienable right of
all the Parties to th: Treaty to develop re-
search, production and use of nuclear energy
for peaceful purnoses without discrimination
and in conformity w.'h articles I and II of
this Treaty.

2. All the Parties ¢ the Treaty undertake
to facilitate, and have the right to partici-
pate in, the fullest possible exchange of
equipment, materials znd scientific and tech-
nological informeatior for the pencelul uses
of nuclear energy. Puctles tn the Treaty in
a position to do so shall also cooparate in
contributing alone or together with other
States or international organizations to the
further development nf the applications of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, espe-

cially in the territaries of non-nuclear-.

weapon States Party :» the Treaty, with due
consideration for the aceds of the developing
areas of the world.
ARTIGLE V

Each Party to the Treaty underfakes to
take appropriate meusures to ensure that,
in accordance with tr.i: Treaty, unde:: appro-
priate internationsl ¢3zervation and through
appropriate internatiial procedures, poten-
tial benefits from an; peaceful applications
of nuclear explosions vill be made available
to non-nuclear-weap - States Party to the
Treaty on a non-ditcriminatory basis and
that the charge to sch Partles for the ex-
plosive devices us2d i1l be as low as pos-
sible and exclude any charge for research and
development. Non-i:iiclear-weapon States

Party to the Treaty shall be able to cbtain
such benefits, pursuant to a special interna-
ticnal agreement or agreements, through an
appropriate international body with ade-
quate representation of non-nuclear-weapon
States. Negotiations on this subject shall
commence as soon as possible after the
Treaty enters into force. Non-nuclear-weapon
States Party to the Treaty so desiring may
also obtaln such benefits pursuant to
bilateral agreements. =
ARTICLE VI

Each of the Parties to the Treaty under-
takes to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to
nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on
general and complete disarmament under
strict and effective international control.

' ’ ARTICLE VIY ’

Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of
any group of States to conclude regional
treatles in order to assure the total absence
of nuclea» weapons in their respective terri-
tories.

ARTICLE VIIT

1. Any Party to the Treaty may propose
amendments to this Treaty. The text of any
proposed amendment shall be submitted to
the Depositary Governments which shall cir-
culate it to all Parties to the Treaty. There-
upon, if requested to do so by one-third or
more of the Parties to the Treaty, the Deposi-

tary Governments shall convene a confer-

ence, 1o which they shall invite all the Par-
ties to the Treaty, to consider such an amend-
ment.

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be
approved by a majority of the votes of all the
Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of
all nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty
and all other Parties which, on the date the
amendment is circulated, are members of
the Board of Governors of the International
Atomic Energy Agency. The amendment shall
enter into force for each Party that deposits
its instrument of ratification of the amend-
ment upon the deposit of such instruments
of ratification by = majority of all the Par-
ties, including the instruments of ratifica-
tion of all nuclear-weapon States Party to

the Treaty and all other Parties which, on

the date the amendment is circulated, are
members of the Board of Governors of the
International Atomic Energy Agency. There-
after, it shall enter into force for any other
Party upon the deposit of its instrument of
ratification of the amendment.

3. Five years after the entry into force of
this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the
Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland,
in order to review the operation of this
Treaty with a view to assuring that the pur-
poses of the Preamble and the provisions of
the Treaty are being realized. At intervals
of flve years thereafter, a majority of “the
Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by submit-
ting a proposal to this effect to the Deposi-
tary Governments, the convening of further
conferences with the same objective of re-
viewlng the operatlon of the Treaty.

ARTICLE IX

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States
for signature. Any State which does not sign
the Treaty before its entry into force in ac-
cordance with paragraph 3 of this article may
accede to it at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratifi-
cation by signatory States. Instruments of
ratification and instruments of accession
shall be deposited with the Governments of
the United States of America, the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire-
land and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, which are hereby designated the
Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enfer into force after
its ratification by the States, the Govern-
ments of which are designated Depositaries
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of “he Treaty, and forty other States sigas-
tory to this Treaty and the deposit of their
ins'ruments of ratifieation. For the pur-
posas of this Treaty, a nuclear-weapon Btate
is otie which has menufactured and exploded
& nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosivs
dev:ce prior to January 1, 18967.

4 Por States whose instruments of rati-
fleatlon or accession ars deposited subse-
quent to the entry into force of this 'Creaty,
it snall enter into force on the date of de-
pos:t of their instruments of ratification or
ace:ssion.

5 The Devositary Governments shall
pronptly inform ell signatory and acceding
States of the date of each signature, the
dat:> of deposit of each instrument of retifi-
cation or of accession, the date of the entry
into force of this Treaty, and the date of
receipt of any requests for convening a con-
ference or other notices.

8. This treaty shall be registered Hy the
Depositary Governments pursuant to srticle
102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

ARTICLE X

1. Each- - Party shall In exercising its na-.
tior.al sovereignty have the right to with-
draw from the Treaty if it decide: that
extraordinary events, releted to the subjeet
matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the
supreme Interests of its country. It shajl
glve notice of such withdrawal to all other
Par:ies to the Treaty and to the Unitad Na-
tior:s Security Courcil three montbs in ad-
vance. Buch notice shell include a statement
of the extraordinary evente it regards es hav-
ing leopardized its supreme interests.

2. Twenty-five years after the entry (nto
force of the Treaty, a conference shall be
convened to decide whether the Treaty ashall
continue in force indefinitely, or shall be
extended for an additional fixed period or
periods. This declsion shali be taken by a
majortty of the Partles to the Treaty.

ARTICLE XI

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French,
Spanish and Chinese texts of which are
equally authentle, shall be deposited in
the archives of the Depository Governments.
Duly certified copies of thiz Treaty shall be
transmitied by the Depository Government
to the Governments of the signatory and
acceding States.

AMENDMENT NO. 1510

(Ordered to be printed and referred to

the Committee on Forelgn Relations.)
CONGRESSIONAL CONSULTATION ON NUCLEAR
AGREEMENTS

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, the United
States is In the process of receiving its
relationship with the Middle East in the
wake of the energy crisis and the latest
Arab-Israeli war. There is no douht hut
what the change in our relationship to
the Middle East in recent months is the
most dramatic in many years, if not in
decades. This change affects our other
maior foreign policy relationships with
the Soviet Union efid with Europe.

The importance of this to our foreign
policy is clear. It is highlighted by the
announcement of agreements with Egvpt
and Israel to provide them with nuciear
power for the generation of electricity.
These are not every day sorts of agree-
ments. While we have agreements of this
kind with other countries, the exporting
of fissionable materials is obviously of
greater danger and significanee than the
average commercial relationship we have
with most countries.

For both these reasons-—-because of the
important changes in our foreign policy
and because of the complexity and
danger involved in providing nuclear
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sowar to other nations—1 feel it is essen-
tin]l that the Congress play a role in the
enactment of these agsreements.

I am introducing today an amendment
£y the forelgn assigtance bill submitted
by the administration authorizing aid to
the Middle East. My amendment will re-
auire that agreements made with govern-
ments in the Middle East for the provi-
sion of fissionable materials be submitted
t3 the Senate as treaties for Senate rati-
fScation. It will also require consultation
with specified Members of both Houses
of Congress before flnal decisions and
announcements are made regarding the
use of the $100 million “specinl require-
meni fund” for the Middle East.

Mr. President, in my view there can be
ro doubt but what the Congress must
vlay more than s passive role in the de-
tarmination of the advisability of provid-
ing nuclear power o other nations. There
s increasing concern now about the
ability to control the whereabouts and
usage of nuclear materials and in an area
as volaille as the Middie East this can
104 help but be & major concermn. Such
an issue bears more public discussion and
serutiny than has been the case with the
agreements with Egvpt and Israel.

The “Principles of Relations and Co-
operation between Egypt and the United
States” were signed by President Nixon
#nd President Sadet last Priday, June
14 The agreement on the provision of
nuciear material to Egypt, we are told,
must be signed by the Sunday alfer next,
June 30, to meet the Egyptians produc-
tion requirements. The agreement on
safezuards 1s to be worked out afterward.
Fven though the agreement on the pro-
vision of the material is subject to the
agreement on safeguards, there is reason
to ba concerned about the detalils of both
agreements and their forelgn policy im-
plications. The only way we are going to
get a full public debate, dscussion, and
decision on these issues is for agreements
of thiis sort to be submitted to the Senate
as treaties for ratification.

In the President’s ald request for the
Middle East he also asked the Congress
to authorize a $100 million “special re-
quirements fund” which would be at his
discretion and decislon to determine to
whom end for what this money would be
used. As written, it would allow the
money o be at the President’s disposal
untii expended, which could be years
from now. This kind of blank check is
precisely the kind of request the Con-
gress should not comply with. Unless it
ix fully consulted with In advance, the
Congress is giving up power of the purse
and is dealing Itself out of the declsion-
making process on the use of taxpayers
funds which is the primary responsibil-
ivy of the Congress.

As the United States reshapes its rela-
tions with the Middle East, the Congress
riust play a key role. These amendments
woulld assure that the authority and re-
sponsibility of the Congress would be
exergised.

I ask unapimous consent to have the
amendment printed in the Rzcorp fol-
owing my remarks.

I am pleased to be able to say that
the distinguished chairman of the For-
elgn Operations Subcommittee of Appro-

L

pr ations, the Senator from Hawali (Mr.
Induye) and the Senator from Maryland
{3'r. MATHIAS) are joining me in cospon-
s0-ing this legislation.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Ricorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1510

«)n page 2. line 24, insert the following:

1o funds shall be authorized and no au-
th:wity shall be exercised under this or eny
ot er Act for the purpose of providing fis-
sicanble msterial to nations in the Middle
Es it until the agreements drafting the ferms
of such provision have been submitted to
th: Senate ns treaties and have been ratified
by the Sensave.

{ixc. 904 (a) page 3, line 17 strike remainder
of paragrap)y after the word “purposes” and
in:ert the following:

2io funds authorized to be appropriated by
this section shall be available for use by the
Prosldent unless the Congress {8 consulted on
the« possible uses of these funds prior to any
sgeement or final decfsion being reached
and announced. Such consultation shall in-
clit de the majority and minority leadership
of Joth houses of Congress, the Chairman of
thr Joint Committee on Atomic EBnergy, and
ths Chalrmen of the Forelgn Affairs and Ap-
propriations Committees of both houses of
Coigress, including the Chairmen of the
Fo elgn Oparations Subcommittees of Ap-
propriations.

o

£DDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AN
AMENDMENT ‘

AMENDMEINT NO. 1108

it the riguest of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen-
ator from Yasachusetts (Mr. KeNNEDY)
wes added & a cosponsor of amendment
Nt. 1108 iended to be proposed to
5. 2023, to afgend chapter 55 of title 10,
U1 ited States®ode, to require the Arrned
Forces to contBRue to provide certain spe-
ciel educationdf services to handicapped
de endents of Members serving on active
duty.

AMNNOUNCEMEN OF ADDITIONAL
SIEARINGS ONBENATE JOINT RES-~
OLUTION 119 AND SENATE JOINT

RESOLUTION
vir. BAYH. Mr. Besident, the Senate
Subcommittee on Cd@stitutional Amend-

ments is scheduling
tw> proposed amendigents to the Con-
stitution: Senate Joifg Resolution 119,
fo: the prosection of urgporn children and
other persons, and Serfite Joint Resolu-
ticn 130, t¢ guarantee t@e right of life to
th: unborr:, the ill, theQeged, or the in-
caacitated.

‘The nex: day of heariffys will be held
on Wednesday, June 26 $§n room 1318,
Disksen Senate Office Buliding, begin-
ning at g p.m. 5

Any persons wishing to §bmit writ-
ten statementis for the helging record
should contact the Subcomgmitiee on
Coenstitutional Amendments,fgoom 300,
Rassell Senate Office BuildinggWashing-
ton, D.C. 20510. ;

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
3ARRIERS TO HEALTH CARE FOR
OLDER AMERICANS

vir. MUSKIE, Mr, President, I would
iike to announce hearings to be con-
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Forelgn proﬁts of the multinational
oil companies are increasing faster than
their domestic proﬁts—doublmg in the
last year to well aver $7 billion. Yet under
the House bill, domestic oil producers will
pay an extra $11.4 billion in higher taxes
between 1974 and 1979, compared to $1
to $1.5 hillion which W111 be levied on
foreign oil operations. When we fac-
tor in the ratio of foreign to do-
mestic oil operations of the American
companies, these figures mean that the
House tax package imposes new taxes
on domestic oil operations twice as great
as those imposed on foreign oil
operations.

* Mr. President, I support Project In-
dependence, but I wonder whether we
will ever have energy independence in
this country if we continue to subsidize
investment in foreign countries at the
expense of investment here at home. To
formulate a tax package which will not
give oil companies so much incentive to
invest abroad, there must be sorne sort of
minimum U.S. taxation of the foreign
earnings of U.S. oil companies---earnings
on which they presently pay little or no
U.S. taxes at all.

foreign earnings of the U.S. oil co

panies—including earnings of the fag-
eign incorporated subsidiaries of thigse
companies—would be an appropfiate

minimum tax. This would raise di-
tional revenue of approximately /$700
million for the Treasury, and_,v ould

Currently U.S. manufactuging com-
panies pay, on the average, 5 percent
of their foreign earnings tohe United ,
States in income taxes. This gate of taxa~

tion may be too low, and
the Congress must, at so
near future, reevaluate {fie entire sys-
tem of taxation of fopeign earnings.
These payments, whet or not they
are too low on some alifolute scale, are
substantially higher than those of the
international oil companies, which pay
practically no U.S. tgk on their foreign
earnings. This bill will largely correct
this disparity.

Besides assuring ghi

tion. Assuming {3
made in this Cgfigress toward limiting

4 foreign tax credlt ‘pro-

them in forigen subsidiaries and do not
repatriate them to the United States.
This bill wHuld tax income earned by
controlled foreign corporations in which
the compghies in question have owner-
ship mter st, whethe%r not these earn-
ings are gemitted to the parent company
in the fgrm of dividends.

Basicglly the purpose of this bill is to
impose 7 flat. 10-percent minimum tax
on thezreal économic earnings of each
multinghtional oil company. Since pay-
mentgmade to foreign governments are
real Costs, these are treated as deduc-
tions, but not as credits as under the
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present systern Sinc: earnings taken in

controlled foreign corporations are
nevertheless earning: of the ent U.S.
corpoartion, these arz taxe here is no
intent here to impose douklgftaxation on

profits taken in s subsidi@iry. and then
remitted in dividend:. agf the Secretary
is authorized to m: x?’ regulations to
prevent this from hugzPening.

Taken in total, I ki:lieve that this bill
will make a positi :ontribution o tax
equity and to se m*i ty in the supply of
this Nation’s vit “en #rEy resources.

__..,u.-_,m

' OF OEFENSE APPRO-

¥

th111 (S. 3000) to authorlze appropri-
atadns during the fiscal year 1975 for pro-
ement of aircraif, missiles, - naval
gtssels, tracked corabat vehicles, tor-

iedoes, and other weizoons, and research,

A flat 1 0—percent minimum tax on ‘% development, test, an<l evaluation for the

Armed Forces, and 1« prescribe the au-
thorized personnel strength for each
active duty componsint and of the Se-
lected Reserve of earn Reserve compo-
nent of the Armed Farees and of civilian
personnel of the Department of Defense,
and to authorize the military training
student loans, and {5 other purposes.
AMENDMEN " NO. 1400

(Ordered to be printed.)
Mr. THURMOND :roposed an amend-
ment to Senate bill 3000, supra.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT C¥ 1961—AMEND-
MENTS

AMENDMENYT NO. 1399

(Ordered to be printed, and referred
to the Committee or. Foreign Relations.)
FOREIGN MIITTARY SALES

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it is diffi-
cult these days to open the newspaper
without coming acrnss unexpectad re-
ports of another TU.€. iultimillion-dollar
arms deal with arother small nation
somewhere.

The amendment [ am offering today
to the Foreign Assistance Act, S. 3394,
gives Congress ove:sight authority on
proposed foreign miiitary sales—before
the sale is finalized.

Foreign military sales has become a
instrument of foreigr: policy. The execu-
tive branch of- this Wation involves the
United States in military situations
throughout the worid without congres-
sional and public debate, discussion or
deliberation. The sunis here are vast. For
1973—the most rece=nt figures available
on foreign militarv sales credit and
cash—show a total of $3.5 billionn. This
figure represents a quadrupling of the
fiscal year 1970 toial of $926 raillion.
Fiscal year 1974 sales are estimated to be
in the neighborhood¢ of $4.6 billion.

Mr. President, I =5k unanimous con-
sent to have a2 DOD :hart of foreign mili-
tary sales orders tot:1:ing $21 billion since

RS
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1950 entered in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

Despite the serious policy issues raised
by this tremendous increase in Govern-
ment arms sales, these transactions are
made with little regard for congressional
or public opinion. The Department of
Defense is consulted. The manufacturers
of weapons and the providers of military
services are consulted. But Congress is
hardly informed of these transactions,
much less consulted as to their propriety.
As it stands now, the executive branch
of the Government simply presents Con-
gress and the public with accomplished
facts.

This amendment requires the execu-
tive branch to afford Congress the op-
portunity to debate and discuss foreign
sales made by the U.S. Government. It
requires the President to report to both

- Houses of Congress his military sales

plans when any single sale to any one
country amounts to over $25 million or
when cumulative sales of over $50 million
oceur to one country in 1 year. Although
this amendment was approved by the
Senate last year as part of ‘S. 1443, the
Foreign Military Sales and Assistance
Act, the amendment, as well as a ma-
jority of that bill’s provisions, was de-
leted in the Senate-House conference on
foreign assistance legislation. I am rein-
troducing the amendment because the
circumstances which warranted its con-
sideration last year have grown even
more serious in the interval.

There is still no statutory requirement
to insure that Congress receives up-to-
date information on U.S. Government
foreign military sales. The various re-
quired reports either provide information
on last year’s sales or provide detailed
information on only a small part of total
American arms sales abroad. Thus, the
report required by section 657 of the For-
eign Assistance Act lists only the total
amount of U.S. Government sales by
country for the past fiscal year. Since
government-to-government arms sales
do not require an export license, the por-
tion of the section 657 report titled “Ex~
port of Arms, Ammunition, and Imple-
ments of War,” provides past fiscal year
data only on commercial sales which are
approximately one-eighth of total Amer-
ican arms sales abroad. Similarly, the
more current reports on munition lists
exports totaling more than $100,000, re-
quired under another commercial sales
reporting provision sponsored last year
by Senator Hatuaway, contain no data
on the majority of U.S. arms sales. These
are government-to-government sales in
which the U.S. acts as an intermediary
between an American munitions firm and
a foreign country.

This lack of required reports to Con-
gress, coupled with the traditional se-
crecy surrounding international arms
transactions, frequently results in Con-
gress learning about arms sales only as
a result of the diligent efforts of the
press. Thus, irenically, the American
public learned of the 1973 sales to Per-
sian Gulf countries only after the Amer-
ican media picked up an Agence France-

.Presse report and pressed the State De-

partment spokesman to officially confirm
the fact that we had an agreement in
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principle to sell Phantoms to Saudia
Arabia and that we were negotinting =
giant deal for urms to Kuwait.

80, too, the Amerlean public learmned
about negotiations for the sale of iets to
Brazil last year from a report originating
in Brazil. And just recently the ‘Wash.
ington Post correspondent in Quite,
Equador—not Waeashingion, D.C.—re-
ported U.8. intentions to resume miitary
sales to Equador after a 3 year ban.
Equador, which has been in a tung war
with the United States, resulting in
seirure of U.8. tuna boats and explusion
of U.S. military mission to Quito, has u
long shopping list including 12 T-33
trainer jets, basic infantry equipinent,
and large quantities of engineering
equipment.

Mr. President, I request unanimous
consent to have the Wushinglon Posi
article entered in the record at the con-
clurion of my remarks.

Congressiona! reliance on the press
for hard data on U.B. Government arms
sales abroad, however, is not the most
serious deflciency in the decisionmuking
systemm governing such sales. At this
time there is no formal procedure by
which Congress can participate in deter-
mining the merits of these arms deals
befcre they are finalized Nor is there
any way for Congress to exert effactive
oversight authority and monitor the im-
pact of these deals after they are
negotiated.

These forelgn military sales constitute
major forelgn policy decisions involving
the United States in military activities
without sufficient deliberation. This has
gotten us into trouble in the pas. and
could easily do so again.

These matters require serious delibera~
tion by the Congress and should not be
left exclusively to the executive branch

If Congress is serious about reassert-
ing congressional participation in foreign
affairs and exercising its full responsi-
bility in the formulation of American
foreign policy, reviewing foreign miitary
sales is the best place to start.

When I first introduced this amend-
ment last June, I pointed out the press
reports of burgeoning U.S. arms sales
to the Persian Gulf nations, including
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Iran, and to
Latin America. Apparently those sales
were only the tip of the iceberg.

A recent article in the Christian
Science Monitor—an article based on in-
terviews with officials of the State ang
Defcnse Departments—-estimates that
the size of arms sales to Persiun Gulf
countries in fiscal year 1975 alone could
total 34 to $5 billion. These prospective
sales deserve particular attention in the
ligh: of heavy U.8. sales in the past 2
years. In fiscal year 1873 Iran contracted
to buy $2 billion worth of U.8. military
equipment. A January 1974 New York
Timas report indlecated that Iran had
ordered 30 F-14A fighters at a total cost
of $900 milllon and was reportedly ne-
gotiating to buy 50 P-15's. Similarly,
Saudia Arabla, which last year orderad
a total of between 150 to 200 F-5 fighters,
signed a $355 million agreement in April
for-the modernization of the Saudi Na-
tional Guard. The agreement includes
the purchase of American armored ve-

hicies uantitank weapons, and artillery
batieries. Possible future sales in the
Persiun Gulf are reported to include the
Huawk missile defense system and various
naval craft ranging from coastal ships to
(esiroyers.

On the bnasis of its interviews, the
Chestisn Beience Monitor article em-
phasizes that both the regional and the
Baxi-West implications of these contin-
uing large weapons sales is beginning to
worry some Government officials.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
et to have the Christinn Science Moni-
tor urd the New York Times articles en-
tered in the REcoap ut the conclusion of
my emarks,

Former Becretary of Defense Melvin
Laird kus publicly achoed this concern
in the introduction » &gn American En-
terprise Institute study titled “Arms in
the Persian Guif.” Mr. Laird suggests
that while providing armaments to third
worid countries might be a postive short-
termn measure, it should be accompanied
by diplomatic activity so that weapons
saiex (o not become & standard long-term
1.8 pclicy. He also raises important
questions about the anplications of such
sialer for future peace and accommoda-
tion in the reglon. These are certainly
real jssues-—issues that deserve to be
debuted by both Congress and the execu-
Live hranch,

Siumilar questions rnight well be raised
savut recent and potential sales of jet
aircraitl to Latin American countries. In
1973 the administration authorized sales
of F--5E intermnational fighters to Argen-
tina. Brazil, Chile, Colombia, and Vene-
zuela, ending in one sweep & 5-year ban
un the sale of * sophisticated military
equipment to underdeveioped countries,
As of December 1973, Brazil had ordered
42 aircraft. Potential orders from Chile.
Peru and Venezuela could total 90 air-
crafi. At a cost of $2.5 million per plane.
el nircraft sales in Latin America could
amount 1o $300 to $400 million over the
next few years. And, as previously noted,
the United States plans to sell arms to
Ecusdor as a result of the truce in the
3-year tuna war witd: the United States.

Perhaps these transactions——in the
Porsian Gulf, in Latin America, any-
wiere—nhave merit. Perhaps they do not,.
Without debating the merits of these
sales. it seems to me that they represent
such a qualitative change In our involve.
ment in the Perslan Gull area and such
a significant turn in our Latin American
relations, that Congress must be afforded
e opportunity to deliberate on these
matters as well as on all other significant
sales agreements entered into by the
U 8. Government.

That is exactly the purpose of this
amendment. It would give Congress the
apportunity to consider—and if neces-
sary. reject——foreign mililary sales ac-
cording to prescribed conditions.

Th= proposal requires the President to
report to both Hous2s of Congress his
mnilitury sales plans when any single deal
for cash or credit to any one country
amounts to over $25 million. If, after 30
days from the time the President makes
13 report, neither House objects, the sale
will be permitied. Agreements with one
country with 8 cumuiative value of over
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$5) million In 1 year will similarly be™"
saoject to this procedure for congres-
skcnal  deliberation. Additional single
5a 'es of $25 million or more to such coun-
tr.es will also be subject to review. In an
eniergency situation, the President may
w: ive the requirement for congressional
detiberation for 30 days. However, if he
wishes to continue arms shipments after
thise 30 days, he must at the same time
fil:: a report concerning those future arms
srnsactions.

The enactment of this provision should
pl:iwe no significant administrative bur-
dea on the executive branch. Neither
Cungress nor the executive branch will be
inrindated in paper work as a result of
thy adoption of this amendment. A
Library of Congress memorandum
wrltten at my request concludes that the
to'al numter of reports that would have
bhe'm submitted for congressional consid-
ertion in fiscal year 1873 had the Nelson
apendment been in effect is approxi-
ms tely 30. Mr. President, I ask unani-
meus consent to have entered in the
Ricorp the Library of Congress memo-
randum at the end of my remarks.

Nor should the 30-day congressional
resjew period prior to consumation of
sals provide any serious interference
with normal procedures. Under normal
cir:umstances the negotiation of a sales
&g eement can take months and the de-
livary period for such purchases may
ex: end over a period of several years.

<\ purchasing country’s decision to buy
U#ti-produced military equipment is
mede primarily on the basis of the high
technical quality of American weapons
a1 only secondarily on the basis of the
prize and delivery schedule. Iran, for ex-
ample, negotiated the purchase of F-14’s
for more than & year and reportedly paid
more than double the price that the US.
Na 7y paid for the same plane. Their de-
liw ry is not expected to be completed be-
fors 1977. A thirty day congressional re-
viex periocd, therefore, would not have
;:llsed any significant delay nor lost the

T

fnd in an emergency situation, the
am:ndment provides a special waiver to
coter circumstances such as occurred
duw ing the October conflict in the Middle
Ea:t,

The legisiative approach used in this
am:3:ndment has several important his-
tor cal precedents. The Reorganization
Act——chapter 9 of title 5, United States
Cocle-——uses this procedure for congres-
sional approval of reorganization plens
of the executive branch. Congressional
ap} roval of Presidential plans to increase
pay for executive level employees, Mem-
ber s of Congress, the Supreme Court, and
the Cabinet Is similarly provided for in
titl: 2, Unived States Code, section 359.
When the President sends Congress an
alternative pay plan for Federal em-
plorees, the Reorganization Act concept
is Blso embodied in that legislation, title
5. United Srates Code, section 5305. And
the Administration Trade Reform Act
which has passed the House of Repre-~
sen:atives and is pending in the Sensate
use: the congressional veto procedure in
a naimber of instances.

I request that a study on the constitu-
tiot ality of Lhe legislative veto embodied
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in the Nelson amendment prepared at
my request by the Congressional Re-
search Service, be printed at the comu-
clusion of my remarks. That study finds
that— .

The proposed amendment is constitu-
fional. It closely parallels the analcgous pro-
visions of the Executive Reorganization
Act, the constitutionality of which has not
been challenged by the Executive Branch.
Moreover, the amendment would serve a

'

useful function in assuring that the Con-
gresslonal policy originstion power is not ab-
dicated to the Executive Branch.

In closing, let me recmphasize the im-
portance of these forcign military sales.
The Defense Departinent estimates that
U.S. Government aros sales could total
$4.6 billion in fiscal year 1974, Arms sales
to the Persian Gulf area alone in fiscal
year 1975 could total $4 to $5 billion.
This Government—irizluding both Con-

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES ORDERS
[Value in thousz - ds of dailars}
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gress and the executive branch—have
the responsibility to its own citizens and
to the international community to give
very careful consideration to weapons
sales of such magnitude. This amend-
ment would provide both the essential
information and the necessary proce-
dure for congressional review.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

Fiscal years-—

1950-63 1964 1965 1966 1987 1968 1969 1370 1971 1972 1973 1950-73

Worldwide.__ ... 3,738,726 1,401,218 1,261,585 1,579,172 980, 1,177,109 1,548,377 926,343 1,599,979 3,282,431 3,619,368 20,914, 340

47,525 1,524 1,276 7,295 6,354 14, 871 4,013 11, 406 14,374 16, 795 14,032 139, 647

144, 208 134, 816 326, 155 47, 521 114, 158 32,879 35,768 61,357 44, 361 117,222 18,615 1,076,969

32,838 2,804 6,212 2,167 2,112 6,041 1,180 1,770 2,189 2,359 2,450 62,192

72,106 , 658 7,709 6,310 15,41 2,238 9,739 4,458 4,845 5,080 5,660 140, 212

736 5 28 132 bl 17 03 o 45 15 19 1,005

19,217 60 23,625 223 31, 384 4,268 11, 493 2,584 21, 489 34, 567 12, 386 166, 293

, 474 31 53 91 5 - 100 48 7 84 281 167 2, 448

592, 635 59, 330 41,070 71,264 21, 18,377 16, 183 53, 500 29,683 38,429 83,793 1,026,686

12,7 3,52 2,181 , 058 2 , 134 , 69 7,738 3,016 6,075 14, 896 59, 621

1,491 62! 1,085 5,008 14 , 37,174 33,638 61,143 81,073 96, 108 375,014

9,986 195 150 496 5 144 176 2,179 5,514 1,331 | 0, ggg

, 510

121,607

,003

, 716

358

1,546

134

__________________________ | [Q] 59 63
254, 590 21,002 11,1 6,47 7,435 6,283 3,4 6, 085 7,82 7,85 347,2

1,680,792 591, 903 313, 96; 167, 5(8‘9 181,579 163,998 501, 23% 253,990 186, 9(917) 958, 024 200, 53 5, 310, 810

1,104 175 709 472 8, (B3 15, 366 11, 283
718 261 444 546 17 329 153

224

Nepal . oo m oo
Netherlands. _
New 2ealand. 8
5 2
Q¢ 335 .
5, 04 2,477
32, 5%7 7(7‘)
342

430, 8%2

X 71,850

101, 76% 38, 2519

20,271 52,294
33,485

, 213
4,108
86,179

""" 15,238 M, IAT
________ 1,219

200 T
92,169

organizations. .. ____

___________ 5 [ 2
21,334 12, 949 38,395 56, 855 24,330
1,319 1,147 5,571 15, 031 22,532
» 3

137 237

115 7 780

8, 652 48,15 4,844

61,181 9,551
9,373 1,168
TTTiseRr 19,826

_______________________ 1 o aeeececieizoea-
492 1,345 s 25,790
12 1 i0 10
5
129 804 139 2,106
154,747 875,136 16,370 17,523
___________ 56 130 30 26
10, 529 11,833 9,770 1,242 1,177
_______________________________ P 2
2 185 =77 221 212
___________ 1,142 166 226 [0
3,672 24,780 24,019 18, 316 9, 98

48
435, 525

37,403 s 78, 202 89, 98# €68, 5%2
21,291 11,639 46,593 50, 856 365,118
30,655 20,109 18,637 14,740 206, (687

10, 956
53

10,725

2,860

30,385

2,762

36,529

137

13,592

39,016

_____ 94
202,363

114,795

242

3, 281

237,954

49 126,633

10 20 567 1,627
________________________ 3 413

1,150 6,650 45,363

630 70 088

3,676 558 14, 495

w6 693 634,800

5,017 7,573 19, 090

2 3,149

23, aga 19,48 410,328

1,04 2,448 42,608

6,978 8,107° 115,284

17,360 1,970 45,608

85

_____________________________ - 2,885
2,480 1,154 57388 212,801 226, 456
63,582 46,805 125993 117,836 1,894,487
241 2,086 1,683 T612 389
788 1607 42208 23,373 173,260
______________________ 1,089 1,09
1) 123 n7 12,433

54 17, 290 301 580 19, 959
36,224 17,478 37,926 94,119 410,539

t Less than $500.
Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.
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[From the Christian Sclence-Monitor, May b,
1974)

MinzasT ARxS DEALS DIsSTURB UNfrep Brarss:
CosTLY WraAPONS FroM WesT, THED: EFers:
ON ARAB NATIONS, SBovIFTS CAUSE (ONCERYN

{By Dans Adams Schmidt)

WABHINGION . -~The prospect of mose wmui-
tibillion~dollar arms deals with Iran end
Saudi Arabia in the 1975 fiscal year-gnd
the arms race such deals may portend--i:
beginning to worry some officials of the State
and Defense Departments.

The outlook, these offigials say, is for 83
billlon and possibly as much as s4 bilHon
worth of sales to Iran during this perioct
and more than 81 bdilllon worth t¢ Saud!
Arebia, Kuwailt is, meanwhile, In the marko:
for s several hundred raiiiton dollar alr da-
fense system.

Privately, American officinls are convincec
thal hundreds of milllons of dollars wortl:
of costly weapons sent to these and other
countries of the Middle East are bound fc
end up rusting in warshouses, or more like-
1y, out in the open. These officlals point out
that it is a great deal easier to buv s plece
of military hardware than to train :men to
use it.

But the thing that worrtes the offetais
much more than the waste s the effact these
huge programs, combined with adcitions
purchases from Prance and Britaln, are gu-
Ing to bave on Iraq and its supsrpower back-
er, the Soviet Union. Saudi Arabia, ¥uwal:.
Iran, and Iraq are the principal eountries on
the shore of the Persian Gulf, all o thero
ofl Hillfonalres.

The rationale for the programs is tha®,
since the British military withdrawnal from
the gulf at the end of 1967 the cointries
of :he area have themselves begun o fil}
the power vacuum the British premtmabiy
left behind,

But some here believe it iz lkely that they
are in fact getting into a new and major
Arms race—a Tace made more complex by
the fact that in-addition to the Enst-West
impiications, Saudi Arabla and Iran are tra-
ditional rivals.

Here are some of the sketchy feets ap ths
sales available from company and official
sources. (The purchasing countries object to
the publication of details of their transac-
tions, and American companies concerned
with their own profits and American officials
concerned with the United States balance
of payments are usually esapger to cocperats
in withholding the Information.)

The #3 billion to $4 billion deals with Irgn
for the period in question include about 8
billlon worth of F-14 jet fighters built by
Grumman, together with the extra geer tha:
may be required over a period of three yesrs.-.
spare parts, spare engines, iechnical oquip-
ment, ground support, bombs. mbmsiles
and electronic firecontrol equipment.

SELLING AGREEMENT

I addition the Shah probably will ba buy-
ing McDonnell-Douglas F-15's as thess be-
comso available. The U.S. already has agreec
to sell them.

Other deals with the Iranians which are
included in the coming fiscal year (although
they may take years longer to completa) in-
clude $400 milllon to 8500 million for naval
eraft. notably two Spruance-ciess destroyers

MISSILES INCLULED

Another item on the Irantan lst is re-
equipment with the latest-model Hawk mis-
siles. These are sir-defense missiles said tc
be the American answer to the Russian SA-6
which proved so effective against the Laeelis
last October.

The size of the coming year's military denls
shouid be appreciated against the background
of ahout 82 billion worth of military sales
last vear and about $1 billion worth curing
the preceding vears.

The Saudis have not thus far purchased
the most expensive American jJet fighters,
altiough they were {old last fall that the
United States was willing 1o sell them P-4
Phantoms. No answer has been received from
Sandi Arabis, and American officiale now pre-
3un® that the 3awdis are buying French
Mirages.

The biggest item in the coming year will
e a 8760 million neval expansion program
This iocludes sizable sums for the bricks
and mortar of navalbase development as well
a5 19 ships ranging it size from cosstal craft
w0 frigate.

Mot of the rest of the biliion-doliar esti-
mate for the year I5 clevoted to moderniza-
<ot and mechaniza’ion of the Saud! na-
onal guard,

Not included in tho estimate for the year
i5 a #3650 milllon agreement recently con-
“luded between the Sau@i Government and
Rayiheon for the modernization of the coun-
iry’- eight-year-oid Hewk missile-defense sys-
wn

The Kuwalils, who have definitely opted
out of the P-4 market in favor of French
Mtrzges. are sngaged In comparing the Hawk
with the Prench crotals and British missile
EY¥Stems.

From the New York Times,
January 18, 1974}
ARME SALES BooM N MmEasT, UNrren
5TATES Is THE PrINCIPAL SUPPLIER

Paprs, Jenuary 12.- -The decision by Irsn
10 order $900-milllvn  in American-budit
fighters 18 only cns sign of the growing bust-
Les: In arms {n the Middlie-East—a business
that is expected to consinue booming as cof-
fars of the oll state swell following recent
price increnses

Severel industrial countries, In particular
France, Britaln. Iialy and Japan, are com-
peting for oll supply contracts with the Mid-
dle Fast producers.

Among the Induceinents are commitments
by tie ludustrial couritries to participate in
the seonamic, technologient and military de-
velopmert of the producer countries.

The ofl states of he Persian Guif are
especinlly interested in military development,
und even though Washington is not com-
peting for ofl supplies--or at least not open-
I¥—1% i8 the Uniled S:iaten that is the prin-
¢ipa: arms supplier in the region.

ABY DMABL BUYS JETS

But france and Britain nre coming up fast.
France. for Instance, has just sold the tiny
cmirnte of Abu Dhabt 14 Mirage Jets. Abu
hary has only 80,000 people and no pilots.
The pilots will comne from Pakistan.

The producing states justify their demand
tor railitary sguipment in several ways.

In the first place, rany are still run on
canservative feudal lies and face constant
trterogl threats from-separatists and Pales-
tine guerrilias. S0 they say they need the
arm: to maintain Internal stability.

To keep control on border confliets, such
as thiat between Ruwait and Iraq iast spring,
and w0 reduce the possiihilities of intervention
1 the region by the major powers are other
arguments ussd to justify the arms build-up.

POSITION OF ©.3.

The United Statas, whieh has contingents
of arms salesmen, technicians and counselors
tii moat of the Middle Eastern states, main-
talns thas (s desire is to help the producers
resis: eventual penetratior by the Russians
or tha Chinese.

While the oll producers have been ralsing
tneir prices, the cost ©f arms has also been
moving un swiftly.

In ‘act, from the point of view of Iren, the
biggest srms purchaser in the region, the
{uat that deferse goods have moved up so
capidly wus one of the alements behind the
rezen s sharp increases i1 ol prices.

Iran was reportedly interested in the P-

- A4X-~30 tainks,
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1tA fighter for some time, but was reluctant
t» pay the high price, 830-million for each
& reraft, demanded by the manufacturer, the
Crumman Corporation of Long Island.

That figure, which includes spare parts,
k believed to be twice what the United States
Kavy and Marine Corps have paid for their
¥ -14A fighters.

LEVEL OF S8PENDING

With prospects for quardupled oil rev-
611ues this year, Iran presumably now feels
# e to afford the Grumman price.

Iran's annual military budget hes risen
recently at a rate of nearly 50 per cent and
4 at of Saudi Arabia by nearly a third.

In the ninetsen-fifties Iran's arms buying
w15 less than $10-million a year. By the late
n nsteen-sixties the figure exceeded 3150-
m1lion, and it will reach $2-billion a year
d'ring the current five-year plan, begun last
March.

The Frerch have military contracts with a
o unber of Persian Guif states. Saudi Arabia,
fo* instance. is buying 88 Mirage IIT Jets,
Hight sautomatic machine
8 ns, ampaiblous equipment, and tactical
& -to-air and ground-to-air missiles.

KUWATIT. CONTRACTS SOUGHT

French and American arms salesmer are
w fighting for new contracts in Kuwait.
Ti.e French are proposing Mirage jets for the
K twait! air force, while the United States ig
ofering F-£'s or F-4's.

Although Britain's influence in the region
is on the wane, the British were able to get
ar important contract with Saudt Arabia last
yeir, representing deliveries of $600-miilion
of arms purchases, mainly saeronautical
egalpment, over five years.

3ritain has sold naval equipment to several
of the emirates, and some aircraft and anti-
suomarine lielicopters to Iran.

3ut the United States is by far the big-
get supplier to the two principal arms pur-
chasers in the region, Iran and Saudi Arabia

[From the Washington Post, May 21, 1374}
INTTED SraTESs REVIVING ARMS SALEE T0
1cuADOR A¥TER CUTOFF
{By Terrt Shaw)

UTT0, ECUADOR —AS part of U.S. Becretary
of 3tate Herxy A. Kissinger's drive to improve
refations with Latin America, the United
8t 1es reportedly Is about to resume scme
mi itary sales to Ecuador after a three-year
bg1.

*nformed sources here said that Ecuacor’s
mi itary government had presented a long
lig1 of military equipment it wants from the
United States, including 12 T-33 trainer jets,
ba: ¢ infentry equipment and large quanti-
tie: of engineering equipment.

"he sources said the United States is also
plroning to invite Ecusdorean officers to at-
ter d training programs in the Panama Canal
Zoie.

laesumption of military weapons sales,
wh.ch were cut off In January, 1971, during &
digyute over Ecuador's selzure of Amertcan
fisd Ing boats, appeared to be part of a gen-
ersl warming of relations between Wash-
ington and the two-year-old military govern-
meit that rules this small country on the
we t coast of South Ameriea.

1.8, oficiels reportedly hope that an im-
prcvement in relations will make Ecuador
moe receptive to US. views during Kis-
ainjer's perlodic meetings with Latin Ameri-
car foreign rainisters.

Ecuador will receive no U.S. government
cre-tits for the weapons, because the country
ha: recently begun exporting oil and has
encugh hard currency to buy the arms on
stawdard corunerclal terms, the sources said.

Eaving money to buy modern weapons is
new for Ecuador, for many years one of the
potrest Latin-American countries. The milt-
tar: government, which selzed power in Feb-
rus -y 1972, ras pledged to spend most of its
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811 reserves on economic development, and
some Ecuadoreans question the wisdom of
the arms purchases while there is still hun-
ger and widespread poverty, especially in the
countryside.

Most of the equipment used by the 56,000-
man armed forces is of World War 1T vintage.
Military aireraft visible at Quito's airport,
high in the Andes mountains, include sev-
-eral C—47 transports, & Constellation and &
Flying Boxcar. The military government re-
cently purchased 41 new tanks from France
and sent a mission to Moscow to discuss pos-
sible arms purchases.

A factor in Ecuador’s quest for new arms
is fear neighboring Peru, which in 1842 oc-
cupled a large chunk of Ecuadorean jungle
at the headwaters of the Amazon River.
While the two countries now have good re-
lations, Ecuador has not given up its ambi-
tions as an “Amazonian country.” Peruvian
ol exploration in the area has fed rumors of
military incursions and even of skirmishes
between. forces of the two countiles.

Lifting of the U.S. ban on military ald fol-
lowed a discreet exchange of “smoke slgnals”
between Quito and Washington, ;nformed
sources sald. )

While the United States quietly eased some
of the restrictions placed by Congress on ald
to Ecuador after the selzures of U.S. tuna

boats, the Ecuadoreans reportedly moderated -

their criticisms of American “economic
coerclon” in international forums like the
United Nations and the Organization of
American States.

. There was also a letup in the ‘‘Tuna War,”
which began in 1962 when Chile, Peru and
Ecuador declared a 200-mile territorial limit
and required boats fishing within 200 miles
off their coasts to purchase licenses.

The military government has decreed a
new fishing law which informed sources said
could open the way to joint ventures by
Ecuadorean and U.8B. interests. The U.S8. em-
bassy s expected'to mediaie between the
Ecuadorean government and the U.8. fishing
companies in San Diego in an attempt to
work out an agreement under the new law.

The truce in the "Tuna War” prompted
President Nixon's formal lifting of the sales
ban in January.

Resumption of milltary sales and training
iz not expected to bring back a large U.S.
military mission to Quito. The last one was
expelled in 1971 following the cutoff of the
arms sales program. Ambassador Robert C.
Brewster is expected to enlarge his staff of
military attaches to handle the paper work
involved in +the tralning program and
weapons sales,

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, -
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., May 29, 1974.

To: Hon. Gaylord Nelson; Attention: Paula
Stern.

PFrom:

. Specialist. i

Via: Chief, Forelgn Affairs Division.

Subject: Report Required under the Proposed
Nelson Amendment. -

This memorandum responds to your recent
request for answers to the following ques-
tions: _ ]

1. How many individual sales of U.S. arms
to other countries involving an amount of
#25 million or more were made by the Unlted
States government in FY 1973% ©

Answer: According to the Office of the
Comptroller, Defense Security Assistance
Agency, Department of Defense there were
nineteen sich sales,

2. How many instances of total sales of
U.8. arms to a single country by the U.S.
government of $50 million or more during
FY 1973 were there?

- Answer: There were eleven such. instances.

3. How many individual sales of U.8, arms
of 25 million or more to countries which
had previously purchased an accuraulation of

Allan W. Farlow, National Defense

$50 million from ths . government were
made during FY 19873 /Do not include in-
dividual sales reported in the answers to
question number 1 above)?

Answer: None not. irciuded in the nine-

teen reported in the ane»sar to question num-
ber 1. ’

In summary, during #v 1973, based on the
information furnished I:v the Office of the
Comptroller, Defense Security Assistance
Agency, in response to :he above questions,
there were a total of not more than 30 sales
incidents during FY 1£73 which would have
required reports by the executive branch to
the House of Representatives and the Senate
under the provisions of the proposed Nelson
Amendment,

THE LIBRARY OF JONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL RE:s2ARCH SERVICE,
Washington, D.C , September 4, 1973.

To: Hon. Gaylord Nelexn; Attention: Paula
Stern.

From: American Law D:vision.

Subject: Constitutionatity of the Legislative
Veto Amendmernt t> the Foreign Military
Sales and Assistance Act.

This memorandum is in response to your
request of July 30, 1973, for material on the
constitutionality of tne legisiative veto.

Amendment No. 253 o S, 1443, the pro-
posed Foreign Military “ales and Assistance
Act, requires Congress.cnal approval of any
foreign military sale -uceeding 25 rnillion
dollars, or sales to any rountry exceeding 50
million dollars for a fiscal year. The amend-
ment permits either Fouse of the Congress
to disapprove a sale or increase in assistance
by mesans of a simple rez-lution within thirty
days of the report to <he Congress >f the
proposed transaction. See 119 Cong. Rec. S.
11930 (daily ed. June 27 1973).

Our analysis of the. sroblem persuades us
that the proposed am=ndment is constitu-
tional. Perhaps, the be:i. way to demonstrate
this is to examine the historical background
of the legislative veto s It developed in the
Executive Reorganizaticn Acts. We wil. begin
by deflning the terms commonly used in this
area.

DEFINITIONS

A. Congressional vetn The term “congres-
sional veto” is a generic term covering a vari-
ety of statutory devices which enable one or
both Houses of the Congress, or oné or more
committees of the Congress, to preclude the
Executiye from final implementation of a
proposed action authorized by law. This
definitlon includer c«niy those measures
which legally compel the Executive to forego
the proposed actlon. It excludes many pro-
visions that are cftex described as Con-
gressional legislative »r committee vetoes,
but which do not lega:iv preclude Exccutive
action if Committee spproval is not forth-
coming.

B. Legislative veto. A legislative veto 1s a
provision In a strtute that requires the
President or an Exccu-ive agency to submit
actions proposed to Le taken pursuant to
statutory authority to the Congress at a

specified interval, usuzily 30 to 60 days, be-’

fore they become offe:iive. The actlon be-
comes effective at the cinse of the interval 1)
if the Congress fails in express its disap-
proval, or 2) In a few :ases, if the Congress
expresses its approval. if the disapproval or
approval takes the form of a concurrert reso-
lution by both Houser of the Congress, the
measure can be terined a “two-House'’ legls-
lative veto. If the disaporoval takes the form
of a simple resolution hiy either House, then
the device is 8 “one-F+.use” leglslative veto.

Neither a concurrect resolution nor a
simple resolution is pr:sented to the Presi-
dent for his signasur:, Thus, neither form
of approval or disappr:val is subject to veto
by the President. In {7is memorandum, the
term legislative veto ¢ues not include meas-
ures which require t3e Congressional dis-

g
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approval to take the form of legislation en-
acted by both Houses and signed by the
President (or passed over his veto).

C. Committee veto. The committee veto
includes several types of statutes. Among
these are provisions which require an Ex-
ecutlve agency to submit a report of a pro-
posed action to one or more committees
of the Congress at a stated interval, usually
30 to 60 days, pricr to its effective date.
During the interval, the action may be
blocked by a resolution of disapproval by
any of the committees. In some instances,
the action does not become effective until
all designated committees pass resolutions
of approval. Finally, some committee veto
provisions do not specify an interval, but
rather provide that the Executive agency
must “come intc agreement” with the re-
sponsible committees before it may take the
proposed action.

D. Reporting Provisions. The term ‘‘report-
ing provision” refers to those statutes which
provide that a proposed action by the Ex-
ecutive branch shall not take place until
the expiration of a specified time, usually 30
to 680 days, after the proposed action has
been repcrted to the iwo Houses of the
Congress or to designated committees of the
Congress.

This type of statute is often referred to as
e waiting period, a report-and-wait,, or a
laying-on-the-table provision. In some cases,
the waiting period may be waived in whole
or in part by resolutions of approval by the

- desighated Houses or committees, Some of

these laws do not specify the walting period,
but simply provide that no action may be
taken until after there has been “full con-
sultation” with the designated committee.

During the walting period, the responsible
committees have an opportunity to review
the proposed action and make their ap-
proval or disapproval known to the agency.
The agency, however, is not legally bound
by a committee’s resolution of disapproval.
It may go forward with the proposed action
unless the disapproval takes the form of
enacted leglisiation.

The practical effect of most reporting pro-
visions may be the same as that of a com-
mittee veto, because most agencies are usu-
rlly reluctant to take an action that is clearly
contrary to the wishes of its.oversight Con-
gressional ‘committee. For this reason, re-
porting provisions are frequently lumped to-
gether with true legislative or committee
vetoes in discussions of the general toplc.
See Harris, Congressional Control of Admin-
istration 204-48 (1962). From a constitu-
tional viewpoint, however, there is a major
distinction between the two types of legisla-
tion. .

Many of the statutory provisions commonly
referred to as committee vetoes or Congres-
sional vetoes are actually reporting provi-
slons. Twelve of the 19 veto provisions com-
piled by this Division in 1967 were reporting
requirements. See Small, The Committee
Veto: Its Current Use and Appraisals of Its
Validity (Legislative Reference Service,
Jan. 16, 1967). Twenty-two of the 39 provi-
sions compiled by the American Law Divi-
sion in January 1973 were reporting provi-
sions.

See Williams, Federal Statute Cilations
Which Give Congressional Veio Over the
Power of the Executive Relating i{o Disposal
of Federal Property or Interest (American
Law Division, January 15, 1973).

PARALLEL PROVISIONS

There are numerous other statutes which
also contain “one-House' legislative vetoes.
See, for example, 22 U.S. Code sec. 25687, deal-
ing with transfer of functions to the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency; 50 U.S.
Code App. sec. 1P4g, dealing with salés of
military rubber plants; and 8 U.8. Code sec.
1254, governing the suspension of deportation
proceedings for aliens by the Attorney Gen-

.
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ern.. Because the legislative veto oripinsted
in the Reorgacnization Acts, this memotan-
dum will concentrate on the legisiative back-
ground of that Act. It would appear clesr
that if the legisiative veto feature of the Ex-
ecutive Reorganlization Act is constitutional,
then the similar provisions in anwnlogoue
statutes are also constitutional.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY! ACTH OF 1832 AKND 1933

The legislative history of the provis.on for
disspproval of reorganization plans by either
House of the Congress extends back to 1932
The Economy Act of 1932 gave President
Hoover the authority to consolikiate, redis-
tribute, and transfer various Govercment
agencies and functions by Executive Order.
The Act provided that each order sKould be
transmitted to Congress in  sessjor, s
should not hecome effective until 63 days
thereafter. The Act also provided that “if
either branch of Congress within such 60
calendar days shall pass a resolution disap-
proving such Executive order or anv psary
thereof, such Executive order shall become
null and void to the exten: of such disap-
proval.” 47 Stat. 414 (1832).

Ir. an opinjon dealing with she propriety in
an urgent deficiency blil of & provision au-
thorizing a joint committee of Congress o
make the final decision as to whether refunds
over $20,000 shall be made and to 1ix the
amcunt thereof, Attorney General William D.
Mitchell cast doubt on the ovne-House disap-
proval mechanism.

“It must be assumed that the functions of
the President under this act were executive
in their nature or they could not hava beer
constitutionally conferred upon him, and so
thers was set up 8 method by which one
house of Congress might disapprove Hxecu-
tive action. No one would question the power
of Congress to provide for delay in the axecu-
tion of such an administrative order, or s
power to withdraw the authority to make the
order, provided the withdrawal takes the
form of legisiation. The atiempt to give to
eithor House of Congress, by action which is
not legislation, power to disapprove admin-
istrative acts. raises a grave question as to
the validity of the entire provision In tae Act
of June 30, 1932 for Executive reorganization
of governmental functions.” 37 Op. Atty. Gen.
64-65 (1938).

Lergely as a result of the Attorney Qen-
eral's criticlsin, Congress replaced the one-
House disapproval provision in 1833 with »
“waiting period™ provision. This latter pro.
vided Lthan an order because effective aiter 66
days, uniess Congress provided otherwise by
statute: this disapproval, In turn, was sub-
ject to being vetoed by the President. Act of
March 3, 1933, Sec. 407, 47 Stat. 1516 The
Congress appears to have countersc the ob-
Jection to its disapproval power by ibaiting
the Act’s duration to two years. Accorcingly
it expired in 1935. The next Reorgunization
Act was not enacted untii 1939,

THE 1939 ACT

The Reorganization Act of 1980 gramted re-
orga::ization authority to President Rovseveit
for « two year period. The Act provided that
the Presidential reorganization proposals
were to be embodied In “plans”, not in Ex-
ecutive “orders”. Each plan would bacamne
offective 60 days after its transmittal o the
Congress, unless it weas disapproved in ite
entirety by a concurrent resoiution o! both
Houses of the Congress. Such a concurrent
resolution was not subject to Presidential
veto

The House Committee which reported the
bill proceeded on the constitutionsl {heory
that the power conferred upon the Pre:ddent
by tiie Act was legislative in character; be-
cause of this, it seemed Inaccurate to provide
thet his action take the form of an Execu-
tive order. as did the 1983 Act. The Coromit-
tee roasoned that the power was neither “ex-
ecutive” in & true sense, or an “‘order”, for

the reoryanisations would take piace not as
o consequence of the President’s order, but
a8 consequence of the happening of the
contingencies set ‘orth: in the Act. The Com-
raitiee stated:

“The fstiure of Congress to pass such a
conucurrent resolutior is the contingency
upern. which the reorgsnizations take sffect.
Their taking effect i not because the Pres-
ident orders them That the taking effect of
action legislative i ¢hiarecter may be made
depandent upon conditions or contingencies
15 wall recognized.’ House Report No. 130,
78th Cong., 18% Bess. 4-3 (1939).

he Committee relied on the than recent
Supreme Court decision in Currin v. Wallace,
306 .8, 1 11939). whizh upheld the validity
of & referendum of {arioers which determined
wheiher the Becretary of Agriculture could
exercise the authority gilven him by the
statute. The Commitiee conciuded that it
soemed “diffieult %o believe that the effec-
iveness of action legislative in character
may be condiioned upon a vote of farmers
but nay net be conditioned on a vote of the
w0 leglisiative bodies ¢f the Congress.” House
Report No. 120, 76ih Cong., 1st Sess. 6 {1939).
5ee zleo i/nited States v. Rock Royal Cooper-
ative, Inc., 307 U.S. 683 (1859) (agricultural
marieting sthtute;; Morshall Fleld & Oo. v.
Clark, 143 US. 649 (1802) (8nding of fact by
executive officer undsr Tariff Act): J.W.
Hampton, Jr. & Co. v. Tnited States, 276 USB.
304 :1928). The Supreume Court has stated
that the Congress may fulfill “the essentials
of the leglslative function” by authorizing
“in BiBtUtory commant to become operative
upor wscartalnment of a basic condition of
Inet by n designated representative of the
povernment.” Hirgbayashi v. United Stares,
320 TS, 21, 104 (1943).

THE 19453 ACT

In 1545, » Report of the Benate Commit-
e on the Judiciary recominended s veto by
¢ither House.

Ths Committes reascned that the Reor-
panization Act delegates part of the legis-
iative power of the Congress to the President;
when subject w a ens-House veto, such a
dalepation does not operate to deprive either
Housn of {ts gonstitutional right not to have
any change made In the law without the
asgent of at least n majority of its members:
either House, after seeing precisely how the
President. proposes to exercise the general
powe: delegated effectively to him would
have ita own independent right to veto the
Fresidential action and thus to retain the
esgentinl authority veswed in it by the Con-
stitulion. Senate Report No. 838, 79th Cong..
ist Hess at 3 [1845). The Senate, however,
rastored the veto Ty concurrent resolution,
after s dizcussion ¢f the wonstitutionsality of
the one-House veto. Ses 85 Cong. Rec. 10269
74, 11714 (1045)

THE 184% ACT N

The ona-House veto was frst enacted in
its present form in 1848. The specific provis
slon. ariginated in the proposed Senate bill
The SBennte Committee on Expenditures in
the Fxemitive Departnents (now the Com-
mitte2 on Government Operctions) requested
the Mustice Department’s current views of
ihe - witutional iseues  radsed earller by
Artoriney (enerai Mitchell in 1933,

The Departmen: responded, first, that
M:tchell's statemont concerning the 1832
Act was obiter dictum, (that i, not ¢ssential
0 the central mstter being decided and,
aencs not binding), because his opinion was
concerned only with the constitutionality of
proposed  legimlation adfecting tax funds.
Jecondiy, the Dopariment stated that
Mitchells opinlon was hased on the unsound
premise that the Congrass. in disapproving
& plen, 1s exercising & legislative function
in a nonlegislative msiner The memoran-
dum sontinued
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‘But the Congress exercises its full legis-
istive power when it passes a statute au-
thorizing the President to reorganize the
ex-cutlive branch of the Government by
v 08 of reorganization plans. At that point
th Congress decides what the poliey shall
De and lays down the statutory standards
ani limitations which shall be the frame-
week of Executive action under the Reor-
£8 iization Act. If the legislation stops there,
wi.h no provision for future reference to the
Coagress, the President's authority to reor-
& 1lge the Government is complete. Indeed,
sU:h authority was given in full to President
Rodsevelt it the Reorganization Act of 1833
{4 Btat. 1517).

“The patiern of the 1839 and 1945 Reor-
ga:ligation Acts has been to give the reor-
gatigation authority to the President, and
then provide machinery whereby the Con-
ErEss may spprove or disapprove the plans
pr-posed by the President. Nor is it, in the
clr;umstances, an improper legislative en-
creachment upon the Executive in the per-
lormance of functions delegated to him by
the Congress. As Indicated above, the au-
thority given to the President to reorganise
the Qovernment is legally and adeguately
vested In the President when the Congress
tal es the iritial step of passing a recrgani-
zation act.

' The question here raised relates to the
resrvation by the Congress of the right to
dikapprove action taken by the President un-
der the starutory grant of authority. Such
rer:rvations are not unprecedented. There
hae been & number of occasions on which
the Congress has particlpated In similar
fazaion in the administration of the laws.
An example i8 to be found In section 15 of
the Immigration Act of 1917, as amended
(8 UBC. 186(c); Public Law 863, BOth
Co1g.), which requires the Attorney General
to report tc the Congress cases of suspen-
slo 1 of deportation of allens and which pro-
vi¢es further that “if during the sesslon of
thi Congress at which a case 1s reported * *
thr Congress passes a concurrent resoiution
sta .ing In sabstance that it favors the sus-
pesr slon of such deportation, the Attorney
Ge 1eral shell cance! the deportation pro-
ceelings. * * * If prior to the close of the
828 lon of the Congress next following the
ses lon at which a case ls reported, the Con-
gre = does not pass such a concurrent reso-
lut on, the Attorney General shall thereupon
deyort such alien * * *. The Congress has
tht s reserved the opportunity to express sp~
preval or disapproval of executive actlons in
& d seribed field.

“3til] other examples may be found in the
inw3 relating to the administration by the
Set retary of the Navy of the naval petroleum
res«rves, which require consultation by him
wit1 the Armed Services Committees of the
Col gress before he takes certaln types of ac-
tiee,, such an entering into certain contracts
rele ting to those reserves, starting condem-
nat .on procesdings, etc. (34 U.S.C. 524): and
in the statute which requires the Joint Com-
mit iee on Printing to glve its approval before
an xecutive agency may have certain types
of § rinting work done cutside of the Govern-
maent Printivg Office (44 UB.C. 111).

*t cannot be questioned that the Presi-
der: tn carrying out his Executive functions
ma: - consuit with whom he pleases. The Pres-
idenit frequently consults with congressional
leat ers, for oxample, on matters of legisla-
tive tnterest-—even on meatters which may be
con sidered to be strictly within the purview
of “he Executlve, such as those relating to
fore ign policy. There would appear to be no
ress 00 Why the Executive may not be given
exp ess statitory authority to communicate
to *he Congress his intention to perform s
giw n Executive function unless the Congress
by ome stated means Indicates its digap-
proral. The Reorganization Acts of 1939 and
194; gave recoghition to this principle. The
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??;sident, in asking the Congress to pass the
instant reorganization bill, is following the
pattern established by those acts, namely by
taking the position that if the Congress will
delegate to him authority to reorganize the
Government, he will undertake to submit all
reorganization plans to the Congress and to
put no such plan into effect if the Congress
indicates its disapproval thereof. In this pro-
cedure there is no question Involved of the
Congress taking legislative action heyond its
initial passage of the Reorganization Act. Nor
1s there any question involved of abdication
by the Executive of his Executive functions
to the Congress. It is merely a case where the
Executive and the Congress act in coopera-
tion for the benefit of the entire Government
and the Nation. :

“¥or the foregoing reasons, it is not be-
leved that there is constitutional objection
to the provision In section 8 of the reorgani-
zatlon bills which permits the Congress by
concurrence resolution to express its disap-
proval of reorganization plans.”

Memorandum Re: Constitutionality of
Provisions in Proposed Reorganization Bills
Now Pending in Congress, reprinted In Sen-

ate Report No. 232, 81st Cong.; 1st Sess. 18-

20 (1949)
added).

. Although the conclusion was limited to the
use of the concurrent resolution, the under-
scored portions of the memorandum noted
that “disapproval . . . by . elther House”
was not & legislative dct and thus not con-
stitutionaily objectionable.

On the Report accompanying the Bill, the
Senate Committee stated:

“It was determined that the moset direct
and effective way to eliminate the need for
exemptions was to Include an amendment
providing that a simple resolution of disap-
proval by either the House or 'the Senate
would be sufficient to reject and cisapprove
any reorganization plan submitted by the
President.

“By reserving to either House the power to
disapprove, Congress retains in itself the

- power to determine whether reorganization
plans submitted to the Congress by the Presi-
dent shall become law. The power of disap-
proval reserved to each House by the bill
does not delegate to either House the right to
raake revisions in the plans, but it will en-
able each House to prevent any sush plan of
which it disapproves from becoming law. The
power thus reserved to each House seéms es-
sentially the same as that possessed by each
House in the ordinary legislative process, in
which process no new law or change in exist-
ing law can be made If either House does not
fayor it. No significant difference would seem
to exist by reason of the fact that under the
ordinary legislative process the unwillingness
of elther House to approve the making of new
laws or a change in existing law is manifested
by the negative act of refusing to register a
favorable vote, whereas under the bill the un-
willingness must be manifested by the af-
firmative act of the passage of a resolution
of disapproval of a reorganization plan. The
unessential character of this difference be-
comes even more apperrent when regard is
had to the stringent rule contained in the
bill. which makes impossible actions cal-
culated to delay or prevent consideration of
resolutions of disapproval whi¢h have been
favorably reported by the appropriate com-
mittee.” ‘

Senate Report No. 232, 81st Cong., 1st Sess.
(1949). :

Since the House version of “the bill called
for disapproval by concurrent resolution, the
bills went to conference:

The Senate conferees stood solidly for re-
tention of the provision for rejection by a
‘simple majority vote of either House, which,
had been included in the Senate bill, the
conferees agreeing to a considerable broaden-
ing of the President’s authority compared
with previous reorganization acts.

(Citatlons omitted; emphasis

As finally approved in conference, after an
impasse which lasted for several weeks, the
bill incorporated Senat: proopsals granting
the President authority io propose the crea-
tion of new departments--a power which was
not given to him und:rc earller acts-—and
eliminated all restrictive and limlting pro-
visions, but incorporat«:l the provision re-
quiring that a reorganizailon plan submitted
under the act would rzquire the adcption
of & resolution of disapproval by a majority
of the authorlzed me:nbership of cither
House. The Senate, In approving the orlginal
Senate bill, had made it lear that the grant-
ing of these additional powers to the iPresi-
dent had been conditizi:ed upon retention
of the provision permitting rejection of any
plan by a simple majority vote of ecither
House, and the concessiss made by the con-
ferees were approved oriy because they were
necessary if any reorgan tiation authorily was
to be granted to the President.

Senate Report No. 1336, 86th Cong.,
Sess. (1957).

The Act waa discusse? on the floor of the
Senate at 95 Cong. Rec. 7785, 7837 & 7829
(1949) and in the Hous= of Representatives
at 956 Cong. Rec. 7838-1% & T444-48 (1949).
For an extenslve disc on and analysis of
the legislative history
provisions of the Reo:
1932 to 1049, see Ginnune, The Conirol of
Federal Administration by Congressional
Resolutions and Commiilees, 66 Harv. L. Rev,
569 (1863).

In 1057, the Act wa= amended to permit
disapproval by a simpi: majority of elther
House, rather than by majority of the au-
thorized membership ol elther House, Public
Taw 85-286, 71 Stat. 311 (1857). In 18964,
the President’s power 1o create new Cabinet
Executive Departments waa eliminatecl from
the Act, Public Law #8-851, 78 Stat. 240
(1964).

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF IHE ONE-HOUSE VETO

As the foregoing lepislative history sug-
gests, the constitutione!ity of the one-House
legislation veto mechariism embodied In the
Reorganization Act of 1849 and In other stat-
utes is virtually universally accepted. Al-
though occasional arg:iments in opposition
have been raised duriiy floor debates, they
have been resolved in ‘avor of the consti-
tutionality of the provisions, either expressly
or implicitly, by all <oncerned legislative
committees from 1845 t» the present; by the
Justice Department, v‘hen its opinion was
requested; and by the votes of both lJouses
of the Congress, which nre not inconsiclerable
since the Act has ungergone successive ex-
tension in 1953, 1955, :957, 1861, 1969 and
1971.

Reorganization plars submitted by the
President more closely resemble proposed
legislation, in form and substance, rather
than Presidential actio:ns or Executive orders.
Legislation proposed t: Congress canr.ot be-
come law if either Ho; votes “no”. The ef-
fect of the Reorganizstion Acts have been
similar, that is, no “p.an” can become ‘“‘ef-
fective” if either Hous« votes “no”. As the
Senate Committee remazrked in 1949, there I1s
no significant differenc: between the nega-
tive act of refusing t- register a favorable
vote and the afirmative act of a resolution of
disapproval.

As to the question o iegislative encroach-
ment on the powers of the Presldant, it
should be noted that 1he President arguably
accepts the limitation cn his delegated pow-
ers when he aigns tke Reorganization Act
itself; he has the alternative of vetoing the
Act. The power of legizlation, including the
power to reorganize the Exécutive branch, is
vested by the Constitiilion in the Congress,
U.8. Constitution, Art. 7, Becs. 1 and 3. Con-
gress has no obligatlol: to delegate this pow-
er to the President, 14 the President has
no obligation to accést the delegation.-As
the Justice Departraen: pointed out in 1948,
each Reorganization Azt is 4 case of the Ex-

1st
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ecutive and the Congress acting in coopera-
tion,

There are no court declsions dealing with
the constitutionality of the provisions of the
Reorganization Act of 1849 under discussion.
However, in Sibbach v. Wilson & Co., 312
US. 1 (1941), the Supreme Court did con-
sider the validity of the analogous '‘walting
period” provided for the promulgation of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. In its dis-
cussion of this provision, the Court stated:

“The value of the reservation of the pow-
er to examine proposed rules, laws and regu-
1ations before they become effective is well
understood by Congress. It is frequently, a8
here, employed to make sure that the action
under the delegation squares with the Con-
gresstonal purpose. That no adverse action
was taken by Congress indicates, at least,
that no transgression of legislative policy was
found.” (Footnotes omitted). 312 U.S. at
15-18.

In support of this position, the Court
cited three anslogles; a) the organic acts of
some of the territories, providing that laws
passed by the territorial legislature prior
to their admisslon to statehood would be
valid unless Congress disapproved; (b) the
provisions of the Act of March 3, 1933, for
the laying over of reorganization orders be=
fore the Congress, (also known as a “waiting
period” provisions); and (c) the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1939, which included provision
for disapproval by concurrent resolution.
(312 US.at 16 n. 17). -

The holding in the Sibbach case does not
apply directly to the one-House veto in the
1949 Reorganization Act, because the Court
cited only those statutes which required
disapproval by both Houses of the Congress.
However, the rationale of the case appears
to be that the absence of adverse congres-
stonal action implies that there is no trans-
gression of legislative policy in & proposed
rule, law or regulation. The one-House veto
is consistent with this rationale, because it
is an accurate method of recording the lack
of congressional assent to a proposed change;
it is accurate because either House can voice
its objection readily and independently. In
the case of reorganization plans, the failure
of either House to register its disapproval
is even stronger support for the inference
that the plan under conslderation does not
transgress any legislative policy.

In the case of the proposed Foreign Mili-
tary Sales and Assistance Act, the legislative
veto would enable the Congress to review the
proposed military sales and assure itself that
it is consistent with Congressional .policy.

Therefore, 1t may be asserted that the leg-
islative veto is nelther unconstitutional nor
“gxtra-constitutional”. The Act does not
allow one House of the Congress to take leg-
i1slative action binding on the President. It
may be persuasively argued that the resolu-
tion of disapproval is not a legislative act;
that there 1s no opportunity to amend, alter
or delay the proposed plan. Rather, it is
merely a reservation to the Congress of the
power to examine the exerclse of power de-
legated to the Executive. Congress presum-
ably can be far more generous in amounts
of authority which it delegates when the
power of review is expressly retained; in the
absence of a legislative veto, the Congress
usually substitutes other, more stringent
limitations on the subject matter and dura-
tion of the delegated powers.

Perhaps the best summary of the argu-
ment in favor of the legislative veto is con-
tained in Professor Corwin’s treatise on the
Presidency: .

“It is generally agreed that Congress, being
free not to delegate power, is free to do so
on certain stipulated conditions, as, for ex-
ample, that the delegation shall terminate
by a certain date or on the occurrence of a
specified event; the end of a war, for in-
stance. Why, then, should not one condition

be that the delegation shall continue only as
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jong a5 the two houses are of opinion that it
is working beneficlally? Purthermore, if the
nationel leglalative authority is fres to dele-
gate powers to the President, then why not
to the two houses, either jointly or singly?
And if the Secretary of Agricuiture may be
delegated powers the exercise of which is
subject to a referendum vote of producers
from tlme to time, as he may be, then why
msy not the two houses of Congress he eimi-
larly authorized to hold s referendum mnow
and then as to the desirability of the Presi-
dent’s continuing to exercise certain legisla-
tively delegated powers?

“As ws have seen, moreover, it is generally
agread that the maxim that the legisiature
may not delegate its powers signifies at the
very least that the legislature may pot ab-
dicate its powers. Yet how, In view of the
scope that legislative delegations take now-
adays, is the line between delegation and
abdication to be maintained? Only, I urge, by
renderinig the delegated powers recoversble
without the consent of the delegate; and for
this purpose the concurrent resoiution seems:
to be an avallable mechanism, and the anly
onz. To argus otherwise 15 to affromt com-
mon sense.”

Corwin, The President: Office and Powers,
17871857 (4th rev. ed. 1957 (Fcotnotes
omitted). (Bmphasis in original).

By serving as & Umitation on the delega-
tion of powers to the Executive brarch, the
legisiative veto serves to strengthen rather
than weaken the traditfonal separation of
powers. Faced with & choice between legis-
iating in excessive detail, on the one hand.
and a major sbdication of suthority to the
Executive on the other. tne C H
veto provides a practical middle course. In
Corwin’s phrase, what better way 15 there to
maintaln the line between delepation and
abdication of legislative powers?

CONCLUSION

The legislative veto has become generaliy
accepted on the theory that it is s reserve-
tion by the Congress of the power to spprove
or disapprove the exercise of a delegated
power by an official of the Executive branch
This is a power which the raserved
to itgelf in the original law that deiegated
authiority to the official.

In the light of the foregoing analysls, it
would appear that the proposed amendment
ts constitutional. It closely parsileis the
analogous provisions of the Execative Re-
organigation Act, the constitutionality of
which has not been challenged by the Execu-
tive Lranch. Moreover, the sunendment would

serve & useful function in assuring that the ;
Congressional policy originstion power isf

not abdicated to the Executtve branch.
- VINCENT E. TREACY
Legislative Attommey,.

DEVELOPMENT OF A FAIR WORLD
ECONOMIC SYSTEM---AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT N©. 1403

tOrdered to be printed, and referred to
the Committee on Finance.)

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
submitting several amendments to the
Trade Reform Act of 1973. The proposed
amendments are intended to deny tax
credits to American firms operating in
territories deemed Lo be, by both the
United Nations and the Internationa!
Court of Justice, under illegal occupa-
tion. Therefore, these amendments ex-
press American concern over countries
where basic human rights are still out-
rageously flouted and mujority rule de-
nied. .

My amendments most specifically ad-
dress themselves to the tragic situation
in Namibie, an arid, mineral-rich coun-

[ —

try located in the southwestern corner of
Africa. Namibia suffers a unique inter-
nsijonal wrong in the unlawful perpetu-
ation of South African rule. This is com-
pounded by the Introduction into Nam-
ibin of the apartheid system and of the
whole apparatus of arbitrary South Af-
rican police laws and political trials.

1{ is 8 years since the General Assem-
bly, after other remedies had been ex-
hausted, declared the South African
mandate. dating from 1918, at an end,
and with it, South Africa's right $o gov-
ern that territory. It iz 3 years since the
International Court of Justice's advisory
opiniorn. concurring with the United Na-
tions ruling. Yet South Africa remains in
defiance of the United Nations.

The United Ststes has continually
supported the actions of the United
Nations and of the World Court. To date,
American action has been, first, to of-
feially discourage investment In Nam-
ibiz by U.S. nationsls: second, to deny
Export-Import Bark credit guarantees;
third, to deny U.S. government assist-
ance In protection of any VU.S. invest-
ment there; and fourth, to encourage
ather nations to foliow sult. However, we
alluw tax credits, for taxes pald to the
South African Government, on Ameri-
can investments in Namibia. We, in ef-
fect, allow tax credits to & government
n places where we don’t recognize their
authority

In 1972, 27 U.S. Senators and Repre-
sentatives wrote a letter to the Secre-
w21y of the Treasury expressing concern
over the inconsister:cy between interna-
tioral law and U.E. policy on the one
nard. and the Treasury Department's
allowance of credit against U.8. tax due
to taxes paid by U.E. companies to SBouth
Africa on intome esrned, in Namibia, on
the other. In a letter dated May 4, 1973,
the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr.
3huitz, replied to that letter saying:

We have concluded that the existing tax
credit legisiation doee not orovide discretion
to deny the tax credi’ to United States tax-
payers, even though the occupation of the
sresn Ly Bouth Africse has been determined
to be Hiegal under iy ternational law.

I believe that Becretary Shuitz's reply
was an invitation to the Congress to
wnend the Internal Revenue Code to dis-
allow the forelgn tox credit to U8, in-
vestors in Namibia who are paying taxes
to the illegal SBouth African occupiers.
Today, we should set the record straight
and bring the tex laws into line with
U.8. policy, and in total compliance with
our international obligations.

There are important U.8. interests at
stake in my amendments Other nations
of Africa, strategically important, are
seriously concerned over Namibia, Their
decisions on major economic and politi-
cal questions may be affected by our ac-
tions on this issue. For example, Nigeria,
2 country whose government is a vigor-
ous critic of Bouth Africa’s illegal admin-
wtration of Namibia, I8 B growing sup-
plier of ail U8 oil imports. Moreover,
one of the greatest potential areas for
ofl 2xploration in the world is in the
offshore area of the “western bulge” of
Africe. All of the countries in this area
are strongly opposed to Boutn Africa’s
presence in Namibia. Such strategic fac-
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tirs, together with diplomatic and hu-
raniterian considerations, compel our
#ttention and our action on the Némibian
Lsue.

Change is coming in southern Africa.
V7ith the recent events in Portugal and
t 1¢ Portuguese colonies, we must not de-
1y In meking It clear where the United
Etates stands. This is the purpose of
t1ese amendments. I, therefore, believe
t1at they deserve the support of the Con-
gress and of the Government of the
Inited S:ates, for they are in keeping
vith our policies, our basic values, and
¢ 1r national interests.

st

ADDITICNAL COSPONSORS OF AN

i_ AMENDMENT NO. 1377

Atjthe request of Mr. HarTRE, the
Saina from 8outh Carolina (Mr.
oN3), the Senator from Texas

¢(vr. Jower), the Senator from Mary-
Irnd Beawr), the Senator from
Cklah . (Mr. BELLMON), the Senator
fiom t Virginia (Mr. RanvoLpn), the

L from California (Mr. Cran-
d the Senator from New Mexico
ENICI} were added as cospon-
mendment No. 1377 to Senate
the Department of Defense
tions Authorization Act, 1975

i

NOTE

in the Recorp of June 5,
% bottom of the third column
ol page EQ¥0D, the text of amendnient
N> 1388, &

be corrected to read as

Brous consent that the text
of the amendgnent I submit today and

the remaris Inade on the introduction
of 8. 3240 on Ngarch 26, 1974, be inserted
in the Recorp g )
There being § objection, the amend-
m3nt and remdiiks were ordered to be
ptinted in the orn, as follows:

everything after line 12,

g Brs
1) 8ection 4253 % the Internal Revenue
Crde of 1884 (relatig to exemptions to the
ta: imposei on confnunication services) is
arwnded by insertinlk
fo lowing new subse@i
‘(1) Brarz anp

De under seqon 4251 on so much
of any amount paid folfpervices as is properly
at ributable to any imposed on the

th District of Columbifg

‘2) The amendmentd
sh dl apply to taxable y
De cember 31, 1978, i

Remarks by Senator$s
26.1974:

-4r. Coor. Mr. Presideflt, on behal! of
m: self and Senator BAxziI am pleased to
in roduce & bill which will ggnend the Inter-
ns . Revenue Code of 1954 tdiprovide that the
ta:: on the amounts paid forFpmmunications
sgvices shell not apply toffhe amount of
ih-: State and local taxes paf@h
ices. The p of this I

ade by this Act
8 beginning after

00K on Msarch
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